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    COMMON MEETING MINUTES
Tuesday, July 12,  2005

4:00 p.m.
County/City Building - Room 113

COUNCIL MEMBERS IN ATTENDANCE:  Jon Camp, Jonathan Cook (Arrived Late), Robin
Eschliman, Dan Marvin, Annette McRoy (Arrived Late), Patte Newman, Ken Svoboda;  COUNCIL
MEMBERS ABSENT: None

 MAYOR SENG: In Attendance

COUNTY BOARD MEMBERS IN ATTENDANCE:  Bernie Heier, Larry Hudkins, Deb Schorr, Ray
Stevens, Bob Workman;  COUNTY BOARD MEMBERS ABSENT: None

 1. MINUTES
 

A. Approving Minutes from the June 6, 2005 Common Meeting

Ms. Patte Newman, Common Chair for 2005, called for a motion to approve the above-listed minutes.
Bernie Heier  moved to approve the minutes as presented.   Ken Svoboda seconded the motion which carried
by unanimous consent of the Common members present. 

THIS MEETING WAS SCHEDULED TO ADDRESS:

COMMON BUDGET HEARINGS BY DEPARTMENT

4:00 p.m. Lincoln/Lancaster County Women’s Commission
4:15 p.m. Health Department
4:45 p.m. Human Services & Justice Council
5:00 p.m. Vote to Forward JBC Recommendations
5:15 p.m. Special Needs
5:30 p.m. 911 Communications & Radio Maintenance
5:45 p.m. BREAK   (10 Min - No Dinner)
5:55 p.m. Juvenile Diversion
6:10 p.m. Aging Services
6:40 p.m. Personnel (Excluding Risk Management)
6:55 p.m. Planning Department
7:10 p.m. Public Building Commission

Diversion Services - Submitted Written Presentation
7:25 p.m. Corrections
7:40 p.m. Information Services
7:55 p.m. Emergency Management
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Lincoln/Lancaster County Women’s Commission: Ms. Bonnie Coffey made the presentation. Ms. Coffey
explained that the LLCWC is funded 50/50 by the City/County governments.  The Department was downsized
which reduced the budget by 4%.  Mr. Camp asked about the funding for the Womens Commissions 5-City
TV programing.  Ms. Coffey explained that the programing was underwritten by the Lincoln Journal Star and
did not come from the LLCWC’s budget.

Mr. Svoboda asked if the Women’s Commission might look at operating as an independent system.
He asked if Omaha had a Women’s Commission under City government authority?  Ms. Coffey noted that
there are 222 Commissions across the nation.  She informed the Common members  that Eleanor Roosevelt
established the first Commission within government auspices, and explained that, if outside of government
control, the entity would not be a Commission.

Discussion continued along the philosophic needs and current justifications for continuing the funding
of a Women’s Commission.  Some felt that women have advanced greatly in the economic realms of society
and may need less help than women of past generations.  Others felt that a woman alone was  preyed upon by
society and taken advantage of in instances  of bereavement and vulnerability. Some felt the effort should be
turned over to private funding, though it was noted again that, outside of the government realm, the entity
would not be a Commission - whose purpose would be to work through the system in order to change policies.

For those who believe the Women’s Commission should be discontinued in this era of tight budget
concerns, Ms. Newman responded that until women are fully equal with men in hiring, compensation and
advancement in the business world of America, Women’s Commissions would have a legitimate reason for
existence and an important mission to fulfill. 

[See Attachment “A” for Details of L/LCWC 2005-06 Budget]

Health Department:   Mr. Bruce Dart, Health Department Director, and Kathy Cook, Fiscal Officer for
the Health Department, came forward to make the presentation. Mr. Dart explained the process utilized in
reaching the proposed budget.  Federal grants and monies were accessed to the fullest extent to cover
community needs to allow 30% of the budget to be funded without City/County dollars.  Reduction in staffing
plus increase in various fees has helped to lower the budget requirement.  The budget proposed is the minimum
to achieve the goal of continued high level of services while working within the budget limits. 

It was asked what was being done regarding the animal control contract  Mr. Dart indicated that they
are trying to find another provider.  The Humane Society had a high percentage of euthanized animals (nearly
75%) and they have a strong desire to go in a different direction.  They’re opting out of the government
contracts and out of euthanizing procedures.  The Health Department has an ongoing discussion on the
philosophy of animal management and what the public health risk is with at-large animals.  The impact of the
Living Wage Ordinance was noted in further discussion.

Mr. Dart reported on the Health funding for Community Health Services and the changes going on
there in order to cut expenses.  The collection rate from clients at these centers is only 50-60%.  Raising the
co-pay is an option being considered.  Also increases in such fees as water analysis and well inspections are
under consideration.

In miscellaneous discussion, it was noted that the Health Department was adequately prepared for
handling any outbreak of pandemic flu.  Upon question, it was noted that it was too early to judge the public
health impact of the smoking ban; the new HIPPA regulations also present obstacles in easily obtaining
statistics on such health issues.

[See Attachment “B” for Details of Health Department 2005-06 Budget]
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Human Services & Justice Council - Ms. Kit Boesch came forward for the presentation.  She gave a brief
history of the Human Services operations.  The budget had only two increases: One for $7,000 in salary; the
other in rent ($2,709) - one increase over which departments have no control.  Ms. Boesch explained the need
for the salary increase for a grant writer as a permanent position.  

Ms. Boesch explained the JBC recommendations to the Common members.  There were no appeals
this year on the recommendations.  She noted that the agencies were all very cognizant of the budget
constraints being experienced by the City and the County this year.  Of the thirty-three requesting agencies,
there were probably none  that came forward requesting  more than 3% of the available funding.  Common
members requested that in the future a report be submitted which would show not only last years distributions,
but the current requests along with the JBC recommendations.  Ms. Boesch agreed to provide this information.
She noted that one decision made by the JBC this year was, in light of the lack of funding available this year,
that it would be inappropriate to cut existing services to fund new ones.  

[See Attachment “C” for Details of Human Services & Justice Council  2005-06 Budget]
Vote to Forward JBC Recommendations - Ken Svoboda moved to forward the JBC recommendations to
the separate bodies for budget approval. The motion was seconded by Ray Stevens and approved by
acclamation.

Special Needs Mr. Dean Settle, Executive Director of the Community Mental Health Center of Lancaster
County, came forward with Travis Parker, Program Manager for several divisions at the CMHC, including
Emergency Services, the Mental Health Jail Diversion project, the Homeless projects and Special Needs.  

Mr. Parker reported on the Special Needs program at the Mental Health Center, which works hand-in-
hand with the Homeless Department.  These two Departments work with the homeless and near-homeless in
Lancaster County.  The distinction between the two programs is that with the Homeless program, the clients
are exclusively homeless persons, while the Special Needs program serves those with mental illness, or co-
occurring disorders, who are homeless or near-homeless.  This year all of those clients have been homeless.
During the last fiscal year, the Special Needs office provided services to 211 persons in the Lincoln/Lancaster
County area. 

We are asking for less money this year than we did last.  We’ve reduced the budget by about $1800 this
year due to a change in Mr. Borne’s benefit package.  He will have a slight increase in salary, but with the
benefit package reduction there is a savings.  

This agency provides services to a very tiny, but truly needy population.  This community is to be
commended that it provides this service which is truly needed.

Mr. Settle noted that the Community Mental Health Center works only with adults, while Child
Guidance works with 18 year olds, and under.  If we have children that need services, we make the referral to
Child Guidance.  Some State funds we receive are transferred to Child Guidance to help them with their
mission.

The Special Needs program, with other help agencies such as Emergency Services, Mental Health Jail
Diversion form a team so when people with mental health needs come through the system, some person in one
of these agencies would have the knowledge to direct them to appropriate help.

With the State moving to more community-based assistance programs, Mr. Settle noted that his
department had actually seen more money.  They had received affirmation from the State that they will be fully
funded with all of the new expansion monies for the full year.  This will give us more case workers, though we
still need a transition program for those being released from state institutions.  Such a program would give
them a source of medications and a doctor who can see them and make medication adjustments if necessary.
This is essential for those being released in order to insure their  successful re-entry into society.  Mr. Settle
detailed some of the areas in which this money would allow them to continue to serve this immensely needy
population -  including transportation expenses.

[See Attachment “D” for Details of Special Needs  2005-06 Budget]
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911 Communications & Radio Maintenance  Ms. Sharon Coder came forward in Julie Righter’s absence
to make the presentation.  Ms. Coder,, Administrative Officer of the 911 Center, reported on the highlights
of the 911 Budget:  

Supplies increased in accordance with the previous years history
There was an increase in staff in 03-04 with five additional employees being added.
Other Equipment needs was increased by two major increases on the Equipment & Maintenance

contracts.  The HPs, (the servers for the computerized dispatch system) is $53,000.  Those servers came off
warranty of the lease-purchase in fiscal year 04-05, so that is a new and critical additional expense.  The other
is for the new telephone mapping system which was implemented in October of ‘04 - the cost is $23,500.
This,  too, is operation critical.  

Two comments on the items that did not make the Mayor’s Recommended Budget:
In education and training we tried to double that from $8,500 to $17,000, but the Recommended

Budget shows it still at the $8,500 level.  She explained that there are a lot of national issues with 911right
now.  The voice-over internet protocol is a training concern which we will be dealing with shortly. The
Homeland security issues and school violence training for all of staff should also be included in our training
funds.

Another budget item not included in the Recommended Budget is the $12,000 for chairs.  The
Recommended budget is providing for only $6,000.  Most of the chairs are over eight years old and are used
24/7/365.  Some have been repaired beyond a point of safety.

The position of Quality Assurance Coordinator was questioned by Mr. Svoboda.  The number of
employees had not increased, so this is an employee that went from one position to another - is that correct.
Ms. Coder indicated that it was and the position is mandated by EMS, Inc., which is our medical over-sight
provider.

The Radio Replacement of $35,000 General Fund was discussed with Common Members noting that
there has been an inundation of monies going toward radio replacements, either from General fund a couple
of years ago to all of the Homeland security grant monies coming in through the State and to the Fire
Department & Sheriff’s Department.  How are we handling radio replacements right now?  There is $35,000
in this Department’s budget now from General Fund.  Ms. Coder indicated that she could get that information
to Common members if they wished.  It was agreed to have Ms. Righter provide further information on that
issue to the Common members

The $130,000 over-time amount was questioned.  It was noted that Hometown Security Committee
recommended nine additional staff persons.  Five were hired in the 03-04 Budget.  These last two budget
cycles, we were unable to hire the other four, so we do not have sufficient staff to cover 24/7 operations, so
most of that gap is being filled by voluntary sign-up for over-time.

[See Attachment “E” for Details of 911/Emergency Services  2005-06 Budget]

Juvenile Diversion:   Sandra Miller came forward for James R. Blue, the CEO of Cedars Youth Services,
who was on vacation.  She  observed that the Juvenile Diversion program has been partnering with the City
for nearly 10 years and has  a very long-standing, successful program to divert Juvenile offenders.  The handout
material was reviewed.  She noted that over the past nine years they’ve been successful in meeting their
established target goals.  The funding sources show the decline in the federal monies as they attempted to be
self-sustaining, though we were not successful in that endeavor.  Through a collaborative effort this spring,
Juvenile Diversion met with City and County Attorneys and Kit Boesch and talked about this budget.  We have
their full support for this proposed budget for 2005-06.  The County Screener position in this budget alleviates
the need for additional attorneys in the County Attorney’s office, so, this is a cost savings service we are
providing.  Our services are consistent with our mission.
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Ms. Newman asked about  recidivism, which, she noted, looks like it is at a very good rate - wondering
if we are doing better than other communities our size?  Ms. Miller stated that they were at a better standing
than the national average of 70%.   Because of our standard of excellence, we’ve received a grant to provide
technical assistance to other counties in Nebraska in starting Juvenile Justice and Diversion programs.  So,
we’re recognized on a national level for our success.

Mr. Marvin asked about slots - wondering if they were “maxed” out?  Ms. Miller responded that they
were not maxed out; but it’s always about navigating toward population.  We take referrals and are accepting
clients and we can certainly do that from a position of flexibility based on the City/County needs.

[See Attachment “F” for Details of Juvenile Diversion Services 2005-06 Budget)

Aging Services:   Ms. June Pederson, Director of the Lincoln/Lancaster County Area Agency on Aging, came
forward to make the report. She explained that the Agency is funded from City, County, State and Federal
governments - and anyplace else we can find funds.  Ms. Pederson reviewed the handout material.  The Aging
Services’ mission statement indicates that their stated goal is to provide services to older people to allow them
to live independently in their homes and this goal was the guideline used in determining the budget cuts
required to meet the Mayor’s Recommended Budget for Fiscal Year 05-06.  Ms. Pederson reviewed the
changes in the FTE employee status which shows a decrease in personnel expenses - with some employees
voluntarily cutting back on hours; there were cuts in publishing expenses to free up funds in order to
accommodate the immediate needs of the elderly.  One center has been closed with those participants being
taken to other centers as an alternative, with transportation being provided to the new locations.  

The Aging Department also hopes to increase fund raising through RSVP by $2,000.00.  Ms.
Pederson explained some of the programs where the fees would be increased on sliding scales which would allow
them to continue to provide services to the low-income, but have those who can afford a higher rate to pay
proportionately to their income.  Ms. Pederson explained several other revenue producing programs that have
been on-going or initiated.

Ms. Pederson stated that she took this budget cycle as an opportunity to stream-line the administration
of the Aging Agency.  She felt the Agency would be leaner, while still operating at peak potential.  She noted
that she was comfortable with these changes.

Ms. Eschliman stated that she had noticed that only three of all of these divisions had come in with
budgets less than last years.  She noted one was Information Services, one was Aging and one was the
Women’s Commission.  She thanked Ms. Pederson for doing what was necessary to accomplish that.
Common members agreed with Ms. Eschliman and applauded Ms. Pederson for her efforts in reducing the
Agency’s budget.

Mr. Camp asked if the Living Wage had impacted the Aging Agency?  Ms. Pederson noted that it had
not, because all of  staff meets that criteria.  

[See Attachment “G” for Details of Lincoln Area Agency on Aging’s  2005-06 Budget)

Personnel (Excluding Risk Management) Mr. Don Taute, City Personnel Director, made the presentation.
He noted that there were some questions submitted by Council to Mr. Hubka and Mr. Taute wanted to address
those specific items and then address any other questions Council might have.  

Regarding the Police & Fire Pension: This is one of the Miscellaneous Budgets on the City’s side
regarding fees which are essentially a rebate fee from a mutual fund.  Part of the question was the concern  that
those fees are used to subsidize the Police & Fire Pension, when in actuality, they’re not used to subsidize the
Pension directly.  What they are used for is to cover education costs that are associated with attendance at
conferences and seminars to take care of tuition and travel expenses for the committee members on the Police
& Fire Pension Advisory and Investment committee.  The funds vary in amount - some have some funded
rebates, some don’t have any - it varies in amounts as do expenses associated with different mutual funds.
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What we do in determining how we select funds: We have Smith-Hayes, who acts in a consultant
capacity with the Police & Fire Pension, look at a particular fund based on the performance of that fund - not
even paying attention to the fees and expenses associated with that - but strictly on performance.  Once those
are selected, we look at the fees that are there and available.  We use those fees, not only to handle the coverage
on the cost associated with the seminars and education for the Pension Board members, but also to cover the
cost associated with the services provided by Smith-Hayes.  

We have quarterly meetings of that body and a couple of times a year we bring in fund managers.  In
October we brought in the actuary who talked in general terms about the actuarial science - how to determine
what the report involves, etc.  

Part of the issue was whether Smith-Hayes is acting as an advisor, or as a broker/dealer.  Right now
they can’t get the fees - they’re an advisor.  If they’re a broker/dealer, then we would pay them as we would any
other contractual services.  That would be an expense of the fund.  We would bring those fees into the fund,
and then, in turn, write them a check.

Mr. Marvin noted that he did not like the fact that the 12B-1 was being used, but  didn’t think that
should dealt with that at this meeting.  However, he didn’t know how the City could, because Mr. Taute is not
a broker/dealer. How can we legally get the 12B-1 to come to Mr. Taute?  Mr. Taute answered that the
arrangement we have with Smith-Hayes is that they handle those funds and use them for the educational
purposes.  We aren’t getting those directly....but they’re  used by Smith-Hayes as funding for the committee
members’ trip expenses.  Mr. Marvin thought there has been a lot of controversy about 12B-1s in general. Mr.
Taute said that they’re using them to offset the costs instead of charging those expenses to the fund.  We try
to keep the expenses down to .15% of the market value of the fund.

Mr. Taute said there had also been a request from Council on the rate changes in Health Insurance
over the last few year with Mr. Hubka forwarding that information to Council.  There had also been a request
for the updated actuarial for the Police & Fire Pension.  The most recent report we would have would be one
dated August 31, 2004.  One of the issues that has been discussed is the normal cost contribution and what
the City is putting in.  Toward that, the normal cost is 10.76% of salary.  That cost is, from an actuarial
standpoint, $3.292,055.00.  This year the City, with the EMS contribution & budgeted amount out of the
General Fund, it will be $2,827,630.00 - which is a 22% increase over last year.  We’re getting much closer
to that normal cost contribution.  It is our goal, every year, to ask for the normal cost contribution, plus an
additional amount to take care of the under-funding....which our actuary has amortized over a ten year period.
That would bring that 3.2 million up to roughly 4 million.  It is much closer and this budget does provide for
the additional $500,000 recommended in the Mayor’s Budget.  

There was a question regarding the Post-Employment Health Plan.  It’s a tax deferred plan for both
City and County Employees.  The City contributes a certain amount of money per pay-period, not with every
group, but, typically, with all of the bargaining groups and with the unrepresented employees.  Per pay-period,
over the course of a year, it is totally tax-deferred and is to be used for only one of two things - Health care
premiums or un-reimbursed health care costs that might be incurred by an individual employee retiring and
leaving employment of the City or County.  It is a direct off-set -it is negotiated and is in the contracts.  The
governmental agencies that are paying it do stand to recover the cost savings associated with that in the sense
that you’re not making the contribution on the social security on that additional amount of money.

There was a question regarding the Personnel Department budget, in general, including the
administrative expenses.  The query noted that the Personnel Department’s personnel cost increase was higher
than some of the other departments, with a proposal to increase the staff number from 14 to 15 FTEs in the
Department.  Mr. Taute noted that we’ve been working with the same number of FTEs for the last eight or
nine years.  That additional employee was proposed in last years Mayoral budget and was cut by Council.  That
is funded largely from a reduction in the contract that the City/County has with PayFlex to administer the



-7-

COBRA program, which is about a $30,000 contract.  We’re canceling that contract and bringing the
COBRA administration inside, being strictly internal with the help of this employee.  The salary cost is about
$25,446.00 plus equipment costs and office set-up.  The budget reflects the $42,500 cost that would
obviously include benefits.  This position is justified due to the help this will give the Benefits Officer who has
been handling the benefits packages for over 3,000 employees.  The number of plans have grown along with
the complexity of those plans.  

Mr. Taute indicated that he would be happy to answer any further questions the Common Members
might have.  Mr. Camp requested a summary that would cover the last eight or nine months as far as the
earning rate, which should be ascertainable without an actuarial evaluation. He  also requested a run-down of
the net earnings as opposed to the contributions.  He wanted to make sure everyone was on track so they would
know what the liabilities are, since that is a decrease of $23,000,000 - but liabilities increased $23,000,000
in the last six years.

Mr. Taute explained that the accrued liability is $4,077,037.00.  We can certainly look at the specifics
of the updated information if you want to outline exactly what information you’re looking for.  He noted that
the last evaluation was $4.9 million dollars. 

Mr. Workman pointed out  that with the suggested pay increase, some Personnel Department
employees are above the pay-range for next year. This was explained by the 27 pay periods in the upcoming
fiscal year.

Ms. Schorr asked about the parking program which, it  was explained, was an employee option being
offered through PayFlex.  They will administer the program for the City.  This would be a pre-tax deduction
that employees could use to pay for actual parking expenses.  

Mr. Cook asked about the pre-employment examinations administered by the Personnel Department.
What are those examinations for?  Mr. Taute indicated that they would be for either drug screening, physical
requirements, etc.  That was his understanding of the process.

Mr. Hudkins asked about the change of personnel in the M Class, which effected 135-140 people.
That brought the cap from $85,000 to $115,000.  When did you do that, and were those ranges that low that
it warranted this type of an increase?  Mr. Taute answered that it didn’t go from $85,000 to $115,000 (which
is the cap on all the M Ranges) but that the top range was $107,000.  To build in a little bit of growth, we
went from a lower range to the $115,000.  In trying to recruit quality employees, the change was needed   Five
of our comparable City’s use the broad-band system for management class employees.  Also, the market that
we looked at showed that we were 6% below the market average; the allowable increase in merit evaluations
from 0-6 to 0-4 and no more than a 3 would be approved without a review by the Finance Director, Personnel
Director and the Mayor’s Office.  There were a considerable number of factors that went into that decision.

Mr. Camp & Mr. Marvin asked Mr. Taute to look at the M ranges more closely.  Mr. Taute indicated
that they could.  Ms. McRoy requested that the specific questions be answered at a work session, because people
are still asking about this issue.  It was requested that Personnel have the information that had been posted
on the board at the work session forwarded to the Common Members.  

[See Attachment “H” for Details of Personnel Department’s  2005-06 Budget)

Emergency Management -[Moved from last place in order to accommodate Mr. Ahlberg’s schedule] Mr.
Ahlberg, Emergency Management Director, came forward to make the presentation.  He noted that when you
look at the Emergency Management for the up-coming fiscal year, you will find that it is not a lot different
than it was last year.  The biggest concern on capital outlay is the outside warning devices.  We budgeted for
six again, on a bid process, which is similar to what we did last year.  The price came back the same as last year
and the County Board directed a possible ordinance change that would require developers, as part of
infrastructure costs, to place outside warning devices if they were outside the coverage area that presently exists.
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For new members of the Council, on every siren we estimate the cost to be about $24,000 by the time its
installed.  They have an effective range of 5,280 - roughly a mile.  We’ve been putting in a 2001 model around
the city which has a replacement schedule of ten years.  The way the City has been growing, we need three more
additional ones to cover those areas outside the effective range of the current devices. $135,950.00 is the cost
for six.  

Another issue is the annual debit service on the mobile command post.  We spent a year developing our
recommendations and sending out floor plans and blueprints.  The low bid just came in & the County Board
got a loan with a seven year pay schedule.  We’ve talked about a five-year payment schedule, but that might
have produced a sticker shock for the Common members.  The longevity of the unit should be about twenty
years. It is pull-type trailer - not a mobile home.  The Emergency agencies all have vehicles that are capable
of pulling it nearly anywhere.  County Board allowed me to buy a used truck this year that will also be able to
accomplish that.  

Everything else remains basically the same from last years budget.  Are there questions?   Mr. Stevens
noted that Doug spent less than his budget last year and his budget request this year is less than he spent last
year.  Mr. Ahlberg noted that there are no indications of revenues on his budget.  In the years passed, we used
to have EMPG (Emergency Management Program Grant) funds from the Federal government.  In 2003-04,
that amounted to $75,000.  That was basically operating expense money.  This year (04-05) it was reduced
to $43,000.  That particular grant period began the 1st of October and we’re almost to the end of July and he
had not seen a penny of that money yet.  He didn’t know if any Emergency Manager in the state is going to
get any of the EMPG after the first of October.  

Mr. Svoboda noted that he expressed his objection to the fact that there is no deputy at the directors
position.  Mr. Ahlberg stated that he didn’t feel that this was the year to request the addition of such a position
in the budget, when everybody is being asked to cut down on their budgets.  He added that there is, logistically,
no place to put a deputy.  The County Board has asked him to relocate the offices.  We’ve given up space to
the 911 Center. The current configuration is not adequate to our needs.  Mr. Svoboda asked if an expansion
or relocation could be done jointly?  If we don’t have a master plan for this, every year this dilemma will come
up.   

Mr. Camp asked if there could be some cross-training with 911 personnel.  He noted that a back-up
should be phased in.  Mr. Ahlberg stated that there are several law enforcement officers of the Sergeant and
above rank that now have the basic certification in Emergency Management.  This is in addition to the
members of the fire department who have this basic certification...if something were to happen to him, they
could  take over that position.  Kerry Eagan has also gone through several of the training processes and is very
close to getting his basic certification....the same certification that I have.   Dave Thurber is also fully certified,
so there are five people who could step into this position if something were to happen.

Ms. McRoy asked what the split is between the County and City on this position.  She thought it was
50-50.  Mr. Marvin noted, regarding sirens, in the whole scheme of things, $24,000 per unit is a very small
amount.  Could this be added to the development cost or point of sale on homes.  This was discussed briefly
with no determination made.  Mr. Ahlberg stated that Omaha had passed a two million dollar bond to cover
the installation of the warning devices.

Mr. Svoboda asked about the radio expenses, noting that a lot of money has been allocated to that
expense and he wanted to insure that there was a coordinated effort to make sure they’re getting what they
need.  Mr. Ahlberg responded that in 03-04 $287,449.50 was spent for handheld radios (78 radios); County
Sheriff’s department - $140,030.00 (38 radios); we received reallocated funds ($87,000  - purchased an
additional 20 radios per agency) Lincoln Fire & Rescue received a fire service grant and a Homeland Security
grant for $285,330.00.  The ‘05 grant that we received just for communications equipment is $419,505 -
for 82 additional handheld radios.
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Mr. Svoboda asked if all radios were coordinated through the radio shop.  It was noted that they were.
The only difference between those purchased with Homeland security funds is that those are for the rural
departments.  

[See Attachment “M” for Details of Emergency Managements 2005-06 Budget)

Planning Department Mr. Marvin Krout, Planning Director, came forward for the presentation.  He noted
that the Planning Department Budget for ‘05-06 is $6,000 above the amount that was approved for 04-05.
The basic difference between the proposed budget and the approved budget from last year is the reduction in
the services portion of the budget.  We have agreed to reduce significantly the amount of money that we
typically carry on an annual basis for specialized consulting assistance.  This next year, we’ll be involved in
updating the Comp Plan and the Long Range Transportation Plan.  We believe that we can do all of those
tasks in-house and do not need to draw on outside expertise, as we have done in the past.

Secondly, we’ve reduced the Information Services costs.  Last year we had a bump in that portion of
the budget because we were purchasing software.  We’ve tied a lot of departments in to the new system that
we’ve set up for Planning applications and don’t anticipate that we’ll have those software purchases in the next
year.  We were able to cut some other I.S. costs as well

We anticipate spending, over the next year, the majority of our time on the update to the
Comprehensive Plan and the Long -Range Transportation Plan besides our daily work load.

We do have a consultant on contract who will work with us on the lighting standards for the City.
We’ll be working in-house on a number of other standards.  We’ll be involved in a multi-departmental effort
to do a management audit of the departments involved in the development process.  This will allow us to find
other ways to stream-line the process and try to make Lancaster County a friendlier place for people who are
developing land.

Mr. Cook noted that the  mailing notification letters cost has dropped by a third - he wondered why
that cost is lower than in past years.  He asked if fewer letters were being mailed; were fewer people being
informed? Mr. Krout said that was not the case.  At one point we talked about the possibility of a matrix in
order to inform a larger number of people to include people within 200 feet of properties inside the City limits.
He noted that the case load was not down.  Larger signs were also mentioned to broaden the notification
process.  He noted that they have a courtesy list for mailing agendas.  Notifications were not yet being sent
by e-mail.

Ms. McRoy stated that the larger signs is a good improvement.  Mr. Krout noted that to buy several
of those had been proposed in last years budget and had been cut.  Mr. Marvin asked if signs were provided for
all zoning action changes.   It was noted that all zoning action changes have to be “signed”.  

[See Attachment “I” for Details of Planning Department’s  2005-06 Budget)

Public Building Commission Mr. Don Killeen came forward to make the presentation.  He reviewed the
hand-out materials noting that it outlined the sources and uses: the fund sources; the expenses portion; the
tax levy portion.  One of the big changes in this years budget is in the tax levy portion.  We recently re-
financed the Master Plan - the 1996 Bond for the Master Plan.  The result of that was substantial savings in
the bond payment.  That payment will be lower in future years, but this year, because of the timing of the
payment, it is substantially lower.  The difference we picked up is a little less than $700,000.  What we’re
suggesting, under the Capital Projects, is that $600,000 of that money go for the re-roofing of the Justice and
Law Enforcement Center.  When that building was re-done several years ago, the one thing that wasn’t done
was the roof, which at this point is causing problems and should be replaced - and with this additional funding,
we could re-roof the entire building.  The remaining portion of the money would be used to make up the
difference in the parking fund bond payment.  We continue to gain in revenue on the North Parking garage,
but we still have a deficit existing there.
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The other two Capital items are the Police Building (233 Building) which will require approximately
$50,000 to resurface the parking lot there; the last item would be approximately $150,000 to re-do the
security camera’s in the County/City Building, as well as in the Hall of Justice.  The Building Commission
has discussed that and a committee has been established to study the security issues for these two buildings.
We don’t know if that amount will ultimately stay in the budget.  The public hearing on the PBC Budget will
be on the 16th of August.

Mr. Killeen noted that beyond those issues, the rest of the budget deals mainly with maintenance with
no increased personnel.  The increases in the line-items have to do with utility increases and benefit increases
for personnel.

Questions regarding the bond payment savings, plus the issue of the revenue from the “K” Street
storage building were addressed.  Mr. Killeen explained the bond savings and answered that the rent revenue
from the State would increase from $550,000 to $600,000 because of the State of Nebraska’s cost of living
increase.  Mr. Killeen explained that it is a CPI increase and won’t be known exactly, but we would estimate
that to be a fair approximation.   

[The Public Building Commission had a separate hand-out for their budget presentation]

Diversion Services - Submitted Written Presentation [See Attachment “J” ]

Corrections Mr. Mike Thurber, Lancaster County Corrections Director,  came forward to make the
presentation.  The largest portion, 71% of the budget is personnel, which runs 24/7.  We’re asking for a 10.53
million dollar budget for the coming fiscal year.  One of the things that links us is the Interlocal Agreement
with the City under which we do house city offenders.  That is about 14% of the population each year.  The
City pays per diem, approximately $68.00 for City offenders that are housed in the facility.  

Of the budget increase, $321,000 is for personnel costs, which includes cost of living, health insurance
increases.  We have 120-125 staff members that run two facilities - one at Air Park and the downtown
maximum security facility.   With the tremendous over-crowding, we are out of compliance with Jail Standards,
so we are asking for a pre-architectural plan to actually direct to the County how and what type of beds we need
to build for the future.  The Jail was built in 1991.  Today we had 301 individuals in a 237 bed capacity.   The
Air Park Facility is 136 beds and we had 144 as of this morning.  

We are about half-way through a security installation with all cameras and door position switches for
the electronic system currently being installed - this project should be completed by December. 

We are currently at 10,000 individuals per year that we book in the County jail.  One of the largest
growth populations is the mentally ill.  In the last month, we’ve probably doubled the number of people who
are severely mentally ill for such charges as disturbing the peace, trespass, theft.  We are concerned that,
because of the closure of Norfolk and Hastings, many of these individuals are migrating to the larger
population centers because of the community services available.  This increase is very hard on staff - it’s a very
difficult population to mix with the serious offenders normally housed in the facility.  

A large portion of the budget increase is the architectural pre-design, because we will have to look at
the future of our community - for a city with 260,000 population, a 200 bed jail is not adequate.

Mr. Heier asked what the consequences were for not meeting Jail Standards.  Mr. Thurber noted that
right now they have a plan that states they are looking at a plan to build.  Technically, the State could come
in and put parameters on the number we can hold.  They could, through the Attorney General’s office make
Lancaster County stay under that cap.  The other issue we’ve opened ourselves to as a County government is
a lawsuit for overcrowded conditions.  Then the jail is placed in the hands of the judiciary.  Then the judiciary
could tell the County what the exact number could be - and could get into a masters area where they would tell
us as a County how we’d have to build.  We’re hoping, with the architectural plan, to stay ahead of such a
process.
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Other issues such as causes of incarceration, court ordered caps on population and other concerns  were
discussed briefly, including the possibility of transferring inmates to other facilities  in order to meet
compliance standards.  Mr. Hudkins noted that the State is not paying the County  $560,000 which was
presented to the State Legislature this year for costs incurred when housing State inmates prior to sentencing,
and the Governor vetoed it.  The per diem cost for ‘farming out’ inmates, including transportation, would be
$50.00 per day....to a rural jail.  Then the medical costs, over and above customary, would be the responsibility
of Lancaster County.  Another budget item to note is the spiraling cost of pharmaceuticals - about an $80,000
increase in pharmaceutical costs. 

Mr. Workman noted that Corrections costs is a tremendous concern to the County Board -
$40,000,000 for a new jail.  The inmates incarcerated on meth charges are in very poor health and these
medical expenses are enormous.  We don’t know where the answer is coming from.  

Discussion on jail expansion options and estimated jail population expansions were discussed briefly
with a look at the impact these issues might have on the budget.  It was noted that adding a third site was an
option trying to be avoided because of personnel issues of manning three facilities on a 24/7 basis.

[See Attachment “K” for Details of Corrections’  2005-06 Budget)

Information Services Mr. Doug Thomas, Information Services Director, came forward to make the
presentation.  He reported that he had good news.  He noted that the budget for FY 2005-06 for the I.S.
department was at 95.9% of the current year’s budget.  They had decreased two FTE slots through attrition;
other departments don’t have a lot of money this year to fund development projects, so it didn’t make a lot of
sense for us to fill positions without projects to work on....so that’s how we approached this budget.  

There are a couple of significant Capital items, however, budgeted for next year.  One is that we will
begin upgrading our core switches on the backbone.  (Not the servers, but seven large switches - two of which
will be replaced in this budget cycle) There is interoperability between those and the five older ones that we will
continue to use.  In addition, there is money budgeted to continue to work on the fiber optic network and
create some redundancy.  We hope to be able to come from Trabert Mental Health/Lancaster Manor Campus
area down to connect with the Health Department.  That will give us the self-healing redundant loop between
Fire Station One, the Health Department, Trabert Mental Health/Lancaster Manor as well as “F” Street. 

Another significant change that is incorporated in the budget is that we are bringing back all of the web
support and development coordination back into I.S. away from CIC.  We’re essentially cutting three
positions, but one is coming back in from that change to give us a net reduction of two FTEs.  

Total dollar reduction for the budget is around $217,000.00.  He noted that they had increased
training a little, because, with staff reduction, we’ll have to do some cross-training  - but this is a much less
significant cost than the FTE positions.  He felt they could operate within those guidelines that the Mayor
has established.

Mr. Marvin asked about equipment purchases, noting that in 03-04 the budget for equipment
purchases at 976; in 04-05, it was 345 and in 05-06, it was budget for 10,238.  Mr. Thomas answered that
that amount fluctuates depending on what they buy.  He noted that any technology that is bought by City or
County Agencies, actually flows through the I.S. budget.  So, if there is a large system in Public Works, that
will flow through the I.S. budget and shows up as a Capital outlay for I.S.  So, that does fluctuate.  The
City/County cp’s are on a five-to-six year life span.  Mr. Marvin asked if the City was building up a liability?
Mr. Thomas stated that they do not believe so.  One of the things that helps is that the price of technology
has come down.  PCs that were $1500 five years ago are now $750.  So, there is a trade-off.  We don’t see
any gloom & doom down the road.  We have about 3,000 pc’s so when we talk about a 5-6 year life span, we’re
talking about maybe 500 pc’s per budget cycle.  That might be an additional $500,000 over a couple of years.
Three-year life is something we’ve gotten away from.  We’re thinking of extending even the 5-6 year life of the
pc’s using technology where the intelligence is at the server.  That would basically run dumb terminals, so by
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switching out servers, you can greatly extend the life of the desk-top pc.  This also protects the network from
people bringing stuff in from home to the drives....you have a better control of that.  As this technology
advances, the life-years of the desktop pc’s may go to eight or nine years.

Wireless hot spots were mentioned by Mr. Cook with a cost estimate requested.  Mr. Thomas stated
that both the County/City Building and the Hall of Justice are covered and it has not been a terribly expensive
operation.  Adding to these locations is not difficult task, both being well-wired.  He noted that the service will
be expanded as the public demand increases.  City-wide hot spots were mentioned as an ultimate goal, though
this would be at some future idyllic date.

Ms. Eschliman noted that I.S. deserved to be commended for coming in with a lower budget amount
for the upcoming fiscal year than that for the last.

[See Attachment “L” for Details of Information Services’  2005-06 Budget)

Ms. Newman asked Mr. Hubka if there was anything that needed to be added or addressed regarding
these budget presentations.  Mr. Hubka did not believe that there was.

OLD BUSINESS - None

NEW BUSINESS - None

 ADJOURNMENT  - Ms. Newman requested  a motion to adjourn.  Deb Schorr moved adjournment.  The
motion was seconded by Dan Marvin and carried by unanimous consensus of those Common members present.
The Common meeting adjourned at approximately 7:40 p.m.

Submitted by
Joan V. Ray, Council Secretary 
commonminutes071205












































